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Where a probation officer serves at the pleasure of the court, the officer may be summarily 
removed; to secure retirement benefits, statutory regulations must be complied with. 


Probation officers serve at the pleasure of the appointing court,! which has the authority to fire 
them.” However, a court's authority to discharge a probation officer may be subject to the officer's 


rights under a collective bargaining agreement.” Under statutes providing that the tenure of a 
probation officer is at the pleasure of the court, the officer may be removed at will by the court 


without the preferment of charges or an opportunity to be heard.“ However, where the statutes 


which govern probation officers create a property interest in an officer's employment, termination 


of such employment must comport with due process.° 
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Retirement; benefits. 


On retirement a probation officer may, under statutes so providing, be entitled to retirement 
benefits.° Where, under such statutes, a probation officer has an option as to the manner in which 


such benefits are to be paid, the officer must exercise such option in proper form and time,’ and, on 


the officer's failure to do so, benefits are payable in the manner and amount prescribed by statutory 


regulations.® 


A probation officer is not subject to compulsory retirement under the terms of retirement laws 


inapplicable to the office.” 
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